The paper investigates the relationship between credit-money and business cycles by means of computer simulations based on the agent-based model Eurace. Endogenous business cycle is strictly linked to the firms’ dividend policy (and banking credit) and the agents’ leverage ratio results as a proxy of the likelihood of bankruptcy and supply chain disruption.
We think that the Authors propose an interesting contribution to the idea of studying economic phenomena following a “bottom-up” approach. In particular, the paper highlights the interplay between credit-money and the real economy (money is not “neutral” in the Eurace model); thus, financial distress (when the leverage level is “high”) may result in bankruptcies and supply decrease, causing GDP to decline and unemployment to rise. Interestingly enough, agents behavioural rules are derived from theoretical and empirical results coming from experimental and behavioural economics.
All in all, we consider the paper under scrutiny as a potentially significant contribution (although the paper has to be read together with other cited papers in order to have a complete understanding of the Eurace model on which simulations are based).
Even though we cannot reproduce model simulations we believe that the analysis is correct; in other words, simulation results seem to be in line with the model hypothesis and agents’ behavioural rules. 
According to our view, the paper also presents some limitations which we comment on in the following, trying to suggest possible ways to further improve it.

Major revisions

Although simulation results are based on hypothesis and behavioural rule “inspired by the real world” we think that an interpretation of the “great moderation” or of the recent “great recession” may be misleading due to the lack of many important elements involved in the economic evolution of the last decades that the model does not consider (for instance, innovation, technological progress and structural change; social and institutional change related to deregulation, globalization, etc.).
In other words, model simulations “explain” some economic and financial tendency of the system like the interplay between credit-money and (endogenous) business cycles (even though there is a lack of any “calibration” or “validation” exercise) but an interpretation of specific phenomena like the one proposed in the paper for the “great moderation” could be inaccurate due to unconsidered financial, technological and institutional factors.

For similar reasons the time span of 30 years seems to be very long with respect to the characteristics of the simulated economy. For instance, the analysis of the quantitative easing strategy conducted by the central bank is interesting but, according to our opinion, it can be better analyzed in a short-run perspective.
In general, instead of simulating the economy over a time span of 30 years with a “small” number of agents, we suggest to increase the number of household, firms and banks to simulate the economy over a shorter time span.
In order to improve the robustness of results we suggest to raise the number of simulations (currently set to three) performed for each combination of the parameters, reporting the average value and a measure of statistical dispersion.

The ratio d of net earnings that firms pay out as dividends has been exogenously set to four different values: 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, and 0.9. What happens if d=0.5 or d<0.5? All in all, we think that also the simulation results for d<0.6 should be reported in the paper (or at least the authors should provide a comment on this aspect).

Minor revisions

From a theoretical point of view, the interplay between financial factors and the real economy is not new and has been extensively investigated by many economists. Evidently the paper proposes a specific agent-based framework highlighting the role of heterogeneity and interaction that a General Equilibrium approach and the macroeconomic analysis based on the Representative Agent hypothesis explicitly disregard. However, we think that the Authors should mention in their paper some contributions on the topic (as already done, for instance, in the case of the literature on experimental and behavioural economics reported in section 1.2.).

We wonder what would happen to model simulations, and in particular to the effects of central bank policy changes, in the presence of an interbank market (maybe the authors could add a motivation for their choice of excluding this important channel of the monetary policy transmission mechanism).
Another important topic is the modeling of agents’ behaviour when economic and financial conditions change along the business cycle. If we have understood the analysis proposed in the paper, money demand (“liquidity preference”) does not vary when central bank changes the terms of monetary policy. This is a central aspect when the analysis is focused on the consequences of quantitative easing and monetary policy: for instance, if a lack of confidence causes a rise of money demand (a limit case is the “liquidity trap”) an increase of money supply may fix liquidity problems (for instance, it could stabilize interbanking relationships) but could not solve insolvency problems, bankruptcies and supply chain disruption. In this case a fiscal policy is needed according to the “old” Keynesian tradition. You may follow this last suggestion if you believe it does not change your model in a substantive way.

